folios with a dark brown liquid, allegedly carried out by the German scholar C. Maier, the first known transcriber of the Vercelli Book. 3 To modern eyes these stains must represent a gross violation of the manuscript's material integrity as an important cultural artefact. Using a chemical which may permanently damage the parchment and irreversibly destroy the text in exchange for a brief moment of better legibility must seem alien to our age of digital conservation and multispectral photography. 4 It is therefore essential to inquire into the motivations of such material intervention in the text because these stains can provide valuable insights into the changing concepts of textual and material integrity of manuscripts in the past two centuries. The stains also teach us much about the changing value of handwritten texts in relation to their editions in the nineteenth century, let alone the hopes and sometimes reckless enthusiasm of their first academic students and editors.
The ultimate purpose of this paper is not to exonerate Maier from the accusation that he damaged portions of the Vercelli texts for succeeding generations, but to provide a better understanding of what exactly he did when he applied his reagent to the Vercelli Book. To understand his actions it will first be necessary to examine Maier's involvement in the palaeographic endeavours of nineteenth-century antiquaries and legal historians, who repeatedly sent him to Italian libraries and archives during the decade preceding his work at Vercelli. Furthermore, evaluating Maier's reagent application would benefit greatly from a historical framework detailing the prevail ing attitudes of German palaeographers towards the materiality and supposed integrity of medieval manuscripts during the first half of the nineteenth century. Finally, Maier's actual working procedure when transcribing and damaging the Vercelli Book deserves thorough discussion. His own transcript (now preserved as London, Lincoln's Inn, MS Misc. 312), as compared to the original manuscript, will form the basis of my examination of a number of reagent stains. In the course of it I will present four distinct hypotheses regarding the possible causes for Maier's having resorted to the help of a chemical substance when attempting to provide an accurate transcription.
Maier's Involvement in Contemporary Palaeographical Research
We know only a little about the German who went to Vercelli towards the end of the year 1833 at the instigation of the London Record Commission. He has been referred to as, for example, 'Dr. Maier from Esslingen' by Max
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Förster, or as 'a young graduate of the university of Tübingen' by Neil Ker. 5 The printed church register from Esslingen gives Maier's birthday as 10 October 1799 and his first names as Johann Caspar. 6 The matriculation records of the University of Tübingen show that he began his studies of law and cameralism in November 1818.
7 He remained enrolled until 1823. 8 In a letter to Friedrich Bluhme (alias Blume) dating from 6 January 1825 he signs as 'Dr Maier'. 9 In 1823, presumably after finishing his studies, Maier began collaborating with Eduard Schrader, professor of law at Tübingen. In the Prodromus Corporis Juris Civilis, which Schrader published together with two Tübingen colleagues, Maier's help in editing the book and collating relevant manuscripts is acknowledged repeatedly. 10 Schrader's research on the Corpus was the motive for Maier's first trip to Italy during the years 1823 to 1825. A series of ten letters that are now kept within Friedrich Bluhme's academic Nachlass at the University Library at Bonn (Sig. S 865) illustrates Maier's involvement in the research activities of these two German law professors who were interested in the historical development of European law. Although these letters are addressed to Bluhme, certain passages indicate that Schrader was indeed the person to whom Maier was responsible in regard to the libraries and archives he was to visit. While being in Italy on Schrader's behalf, Maier nevertheless also began a research collaboration with Bluhme. In a letter written in Verona on 5 June 1823 Bluhme informed Carl von Savigny about Maier's recent arrival and what would be their joint research efforts in Verona and Milan during the following months.
11 After Bluhme's departure from Italy in September 1823, Maier kept him informed about his extensive travels in Italy, supplying the German professor with information about the institutions he visited and providing copies of extant library catalogues or handlists, transcriptions from manuscripts (individual texts as well as indices and collections of incipits) and collations of newly discovered manuscript material with versions already known. 12 A passage in his first letter to Bluhme suggests that reagents were a part of Maier's research toolkit from the very beginning of his tour of Italy. While looking for manuscripts containing texts of Roman civil law in the University Library of Ferrara, Maier discovered a palimpsest (Cod. Nr. 37), whose upper script (s. xv) contains a Greek version of Emanuel Cretensis's Breuiarium Graecum explicationalibus uocum. In the erased lower script Maier suspected a text of canon law, but he claimed that he was not able to reach a clear result because he 'was only permitted to apply gall tincture . . . to the last folio while all other folios were not readable'.
13
How frequently Maier relied on reagents in his work with manuscripts cannot be established. However, apart from the Ferrara palimpsest and the Vercelli Book, one more incident of reagent usage by him has been documented. Gustav Heimbach's review of an edited collection of fragments containing Greek and Roman law edicts mentions the Venetian codex Marcianus Graecus 179 and remarks 'that Mayer (sic) had tried to freshen up the manuscript's faded traces of script with an application of gall tincture.'
14 Since these two cases of reagent usage in Ferrara and Venice took place in the mid 1820s, it seems safe to conclude that Maier was no absolute beginner regarding the chemical treatment of medieval manuscripts when he went to Vercelli.
Apart What exactly Maier missed about his life in Germany remains unknown, but his sadness may be an expression of italophilic wanderlust that was common among German intellectuals at that time. A series of letters, written between 1825 (after his return from Italy) and 1832 and addressed to Hänel in Leipzig, illustrate how he occupied himself during these years. 17 Apparently, he continued to assist Schrader in the publication of a critical edition of the Corpus iuris civilis. 18 This was eventually finished in 1832, thus making it necessary for Maier to seek new employment, which the Record Com mission offered him upon the recommendation of Leopold August Warnkönig.
19 Looking forward to the upcoming trip to Vercelli, Maier himself struck a positive note when he wrote to Bluhme:
Time is so pressing that I can only inform you that . . . I will return once more to beautiful Italy between 1 and 7 of October. I travel there on behalf of the Record Commission in England and its president Cooper in order to work with the AngloSaxon homilies in Vercelli which you brought to light. So, beside so many other things, I also owe this trip to your scholarly endeavours. If only I could compensate for at least some of that debt! 20 A previously unnoticed letter from Warnkönig to Maier, now kept within Eduard Schrader's academic Nachlass at the University Library of Tübingen (Sig. Mc 312a, Fasz. III), shows that Warnkönig later also helped to mitigate Maier's demand for additional remuneration with Cooper in London. When Maier sent off his first facsimile transcripts to London he had mentioned additional expenses of 1000 fr. in excess of the sum he had received from the mehre aus dem XI. und XII. datirt sind, als in der reichsten Handschriften-Sammlung zu Paris (Nürnberg: Haubenstricker, 1831), p. 50. The entries in Jäck's catalogue are rather brief however, so the absence of any mention of damage by reagent is of course no compelling evidence that the manuscript was still unblemished in 1831, and in the absence of any more substantial facts, it is even less conclusive to relate the damage to Maier's contact with the manuscript, although the coincidence is certainly suggestive. 16 Letter from Maier to Bluhme, 4 February 1826, Bonn, S 865, nr. 8: 'Sonst muss ich leider sagen, daß ich auch bis jetzt schlecht wiederum in deutschland mich schicke, ohne daß ich aber gerade wüßte, was mir fehlte'. 17 25 It seems, therefore, that at the beginning of 1835-only shortly before his untimely death and after more than a decade spent travelling to libraries at the behest of various principals-Maier had finally been able to secure desirable, and presumably steady, employment.
Contemporary Views on Reagent Usage
Reagents and their potential benefits and dangers for palaeographical research were very much discussed during the first half of the nineteenth century. A prime example, particularly illustrative because it involves several practitioners of reagent use by whom Maier might have been taught, is the Veronese palimpsest of Gaius's Institutiones (Codex Veronensis Nr. 13, formerly XV). In 1816, B. G. Niebuhr had discovered the manuscript in the capitular library of Verona. His report in a letter to Savigny about a hasty effort to retrieve the lower script illustrates the prevailing attitude towards the usage of reagents on palimpsests:
[N]othing could be done without the help of chemicals. The best reagents could not be obtained in Verona: hastily, I had to prepare a gall infusion myself, imperfect as it was, which yielded so much that everything may be expected from better substances . . . .
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Whoever comes [to Verona in order to work with the palimpsest] should not rely solely on his eyes. He should bring the best chemical reagents to freshen up the script, and also a good magnifying glass. 26 In the years following the discovery, a number of German philologists, among them J. F. L. Göschen and A. Bethmann-Hollweg, came to Verona and tried their hands at retrieving the palimpsest's lower script. 27 Reagents regularly featured in their efforts, with Göschen employing a gall tincture, for example. In 1821 Bluhme arrived in Verona with the intention to improve upon the results of his predecessors. To that end he applied several chemicals together with Ulrich Friedrich Kopp, another German palaeographer, as he reported in a letter to Göschen (Verona, 1 July 1821):
I mention Kopp because he was very helpful to me when applying the muriaticum. I had soon persuaded myself that without chemicals at least a month would have been necessary to read as much as you did before. Guarienti granted permission for renewed trials . . . the results being that neither hydrosulphur d'ammoniac, nor sal d'acetosella, nor pure acidum muriaticum, but only the Giobertian mixture of acidum muriaticum and prussiatum de potasse served my needs. This mixture produces even better effects on folios previously treated with gall tincture than on unblemished ones. . . . Guarienti watched me anxiously and closely and refused further permission, until Kopp distracted him with other queries, and later occupied him with singing the praises of my tincture, so that I continued to use the muriaticum undisturbed, and without explicit permission.
28
Although Maier did apparently not lay destructive hands on this particular manuscript himself, the story concerning the palimpsest and the numerous material damages it suffered by German scholars is of interest to this paper. Bluhme's letter about his repeated attempts to enhance the lower script's legi bility points towards two important aspects of reagent usage: first, he pre cisely indicates the chemicals, and second, he addresses the issue of permis sion.
It is of little significance to my argument to trace in detail the various historical names for the mixtures in use and their exact recipes. 29 Instead, a short overview may suffice to illustrate which tinctures were generally considered helpful when working with palimpsests or other illegible manuscripts. Common to all of them is one methodological assumption: the erasure of script, either for purposes of correction or complete reinscription will leave behind fine traces of the original script that will still contain a certain amount of the original ink matter. The dark-coloured ink most often used for writing in medieval scribal practice, ranging from a light brown to a proper black, was usually a mixture containing iron or ferrous compounds. 30 In order to 'refresh' these traces it would be necessary to provide some reagent that could enhance their visibility.
Bluhme describes the so-called 'Giobertan mixture' as the most powerful reagent. 31 According to him it is essentially a mixture of acidum muriaticum (another term for hydrochloric acid), water, and prussiat de potasse, which is potassium ferrocyanide (K4[Fe(CN)6]) in modern terms. As early as 1826 Bluhme described its benefits for the treatment of palimpsests: '[it] colours the parchment first light green, later in a light blue, the lower script turns into a dark blue whilst the upper script remains unchanged. This threefold colouring facilitates the reading effort immensely'. 32 Later Bluhme highlighted the dangerous potential of the mixture in a 'how-to' application note:
This composition of the ingredients may be varied depending on circumstances and careful trials. First of all, rubbing of any sort has to be avoided. Peyron dipped whole folios in the tincture and then immersed these in water; I dabbed with a brush
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and dried the spot with a cloth after a few seconds, because the tincture must not be allowed to saturate the parchment after permeating the old script.
33
The caveat regarding the necessity of trials and the possible variations of any given recipe is common among the descriptions of reagents of all sorts.
A reagent of almost universal acclaim was the already mentioned gall tincture. Bluhme ascribes its earliest use to Jean Mabillon and purports to follow his recipe: 'Il faut piller des noix de galle, les mettre dans une phiole de vin blanc, bien boucher la phiole, et la laisser un jour entier dans un lieu chaud, ensuite distiller le tout par l'alembic'. 34 Concocted after that fashion, it is essentially a mixture of gallic and tannic acids-agents which would react with the ferrous traces of erased script-and alcohol, a solvent for these organic matters. Bluhme's instructions regarding reagent usage reiterate already familiar points:
The gall tincture . . . is less dangerous than often claimed; on the contrary, I deem it the least dangerous liquid for all areas of damaged parchment, because it covers the parchment with a varnish. . . . Ultimately, gall tincture will become destructive when used in excess; but this it has in common with all other tinctures. Once the script's traces are saturated, the tincture will discolour the parchment and any more liquid will destroy the rough side of the parchment. How far it may be necessary to go with that is a matter of learning by doing, risking even harmful consequences while doing so. The thrill increases, as many script traces reveal themselves only through a weak play of colours when the script is wet and the folio is held up against the light in all directions. . . . It goes without saying that rubbing will prove highly dangerous.
of a text and of a particular manuscript, Bluhme's instructions are revelatory of the self-understanding of those early nineteenth-century scholars. Approaching a manuscript with a tincture that was supposed to facilitate its legibility and to help reveal its obliterated passages created a 'thrill' for him. It was hence a truly pioneering activity to face a hitherto unknown manuscript, identify areas of problematic reading, and then treat these with everything that the 'arsenal' of a modern scholar had to offer.
Finally, the third reagent which deserves a mention in this short summary is Liver of Sulfur. When applied to faded or erased portions of text in a liquid solution, the mixture's main component, potassium sulfide (K2S), would react with the ferrous residues and thus highlight the script's traces in a black colour. The resulting black ferric sulfide is unstable at room temperature, however, therefore rendering any improvement in legibility rather brief. In addition, there is another effect, equally undesirable but of more immediate practical consequence to the palaeographer working without permission, as Bluhme reported: 'Liver of Sulfur is unusable . . . in cases where nobody is supposed to smell or see which steps are taken to recover the old script, as for example in the Ambrosiana'. 36 Apart from the inconvenience of malodour, Bluhme's remark points to another issue which had already reared its head in his letter to Göschen quoted at the beginning of this section: the question of permission.
Evidently, the licence to use reagents was granted or denied at the discretion of the responsible librarian. Insofar as granted permissions go, it is, of course, difficult to reconstruct the exact reasons. A librarian may have wanted to be helpful, he may have had a genuine belief in the advantages of reagent usage, or he may simply have been ignorant of the potential damage. Regarding illicit usage, contemporary palaeographers were apparently very reluctant to touch upon the delicate practice of using reagents on the sly, and Bluhme's account in his letter to Göschen must be considered exceptionally explicit in that respect. Only very slowly did scholars in the late nineteenth century begin to reconsider their methods, when the destructive long-term effects had become more apparent. On the other hand, technological progress, namely photography, could justify the use of reagents under particular circumstances, as the historian and palaeographer Wilhelm Wattenbach argued in his compendium Das Schriftwesen im Mittelalter, published first in 1871:
Shall we avoid chemicals in general? . . . If it is possible to make do without them, this surely must be preferred, and it is irresponsible to use reagents in cases where perseverance and good eyes will suffice; . . . Fortunately, in the meantime photography has been perfected to such a degree, that the momentarily achieved result may be captured entirely. If sufficient provisions are made for this implement, then and only then may the future of a codex be sacrificed if a substantial gain can be expected. In other circumstances it seems to me in no way advisable to permit the use of these dangerous potions, or to take the liberty of using them behind the owner's back. 37 This passage is Wattenbach's attempt at a redefinition of reagent use, after he has given a long list of manuscripts that had suffered severe damage from reagents during previous decades. Compared to earlier assessments quoted here his trust in the use of chemicals is much more limited; yet, curiously, he seems to replace reagents with a new technology in which the palaeographer might invest his hopes: photography. Unlike today, when the availability of a faithful (digital) reproduction often helps to generate more interest in a manu script, Wattenbach understood photography's primary advantage not so much to be an instrument that facilitates a wider dissemination of the photo graphed material, for example in the form of a published facsimile, but primarily as a tool of conservation because it allows the particular state of a manuscript to be recorded at any given time.
Strong concerns about the use of reagents were finally voiced during the first ever conference on manuscript conservation held in St Gall in 1898. One result of this conference was a joint effort, instigated by Franz Ehrle of the Vatican Library, for the preservation and restoration of damaged manuscripts. In the course of this initiative the Vercelli Book underwent restoration in 1911-12 in the Vatican Library, where at the same time photographs for the facsimile edited by Max Förster were taken. 38 Unfortunately, this happened no less than eighty years after Maier, following the palaeographic zeitgeist of his own day, had applied his gall tincture to the Vercelli Book.
Maier's Reagent Use
The section above, which outlined Maier's involvement in the German research on the history of law, yields an important conclusion concerning his work at Vercelli. It would be misleading to see in him simply 'a young graduate' from Tübingen. Between his first arrival in Italy in 1823 and his sojourn in Vercelli he had spent considerable stretches of time in libraries and archives, occupied mainly with the task of collating and transcribing manuscripts. On account of these ten years of experience between 1823 and 1833 Maier was by no means a beginner. On the other hand, Maier's 'career' before his arrival in Vercelli suggests that his contact with Anglo-Saxon manuscripts during that time had probably been very limited. Taking into account that Insular manuscripts differ from continental ones in certain regards, particularly in their preparation and quality of parchment and the apparent chemical make-up of the inks used for the main script, Maier was facing the difficulty of predicting a credible success rate for gall tincture, apparently his favourite reagent. As contemporary advocates for reagent-use repeatedly pointed out, its success could vary considerably depending on the exact material state of the manuscripts. When applying a reagent, both of the main writing materials prepared after the insular fashion, parchment and ink, are brought into contact with the chemical. Success depends on the extent to which both materials are affected in a positive way, so that legibility is improved. Yet although Maier may not have known a great deal about the intricacies of insular writing materials, his previous experiences as a transcriber may have taught him to expect a certain variability of the writing surfaces, regardless of their specific provenance. In any case, neither Bluhme nor any of the other aforementioned palaeographers explicitly considered the writing materials' origin when they related their experiences and instructions regarding the use of certain chemicals.
When approaching the reagent stains in the Vercelli Book, the major conun drum, of course, remains Maier's supposed rationale. He used his tinc ture on thirty-three leaves, with the areas of application varying consider ably in terms of shape, size, and the degree to which they impede legibility for the modern reader. 39 Some stains appear to show that the reagent had been added with great care and evident focus, and even approach geometrical regularity; others are irregular in shape and seem haphazard. Some allow the script underneath still to be read without much difficulty, whereas others cover the parchment with a varnish so dense that no letters can now be discerned.
Although the assumption of a direct connection between the application of the reagent and the textual content is tempting, it would also be misleading, since that would imply that Maier had an acceptable working knowledge of Old English and would therefore have been guided by an agenda of textual criticism in his reagent usage. To employ a transcriber who is ignorant of the language he has to deal with is, of course, not necessarily a detriment to the quality of the work, as the Thorkelin-A transcript of the Beowulf manuscript shows. 40 Yet when a transcriber actually intervenes and mutilates the original text, the question as to his linguistic proficiency naturally arises, alongside the question of his palaeographical skills. It is even more crucial to know the answer if this intervention is not carried out in the transcript, through editorial emendations for example (which Maier never made), but in the actual manuscript itself. How limited Maier's command of Old English and his experience with Anglo-Saxon minuscule was in this respect can easily be demonstrated here by two most obvious facts.
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One is that Maier never distinguished between p and wynn in his transcription. The difference between these two letters may appear to be rather insignificant in the Vercelli Book, and p is a relatively rare letter in Old English; yet to a trained reader of Anglo-Saxon scripts the Vercelli hand is regular in making both letters distinctive, certainly as well as most other hands did. It would have been even easier to avoid this mistake if the transcriber were able to parse Old English semantically or even read it fluently. The other point is Maier's frequent mentioning of missing folios in his transcription. From the quires' make-up Maier concluded that half-sheets were indicative of missing corresponding halves. Yet had he been able to understand the texts, it may have become obvious from the semantic and syntactic coherence between a half-sheet and the following folio that most of these half-sheets were never paired with missing leaves, but instead were intended as singletons.
42
It would be daring to assume that his own interest in the Vercelli Book extended beyond the rather general philological interest of a transcriber and palaeographer who normally handled Latin and Greek manuscripts and was otherwise unfamiliar with the vernacular language he had to deal with. Furthermore, in the light of the considerable variation of the shape of Maier's stains, it would be short-sighted to assume just one single reason for Maier's reagent usage. Consequently, I shall analyse the reagent stains in the Vercelli Book in the following sections not solely with regard to the textual content they are covering, but also from a material angle, taking into account their particular locations on the manuscript's folios as well as visible traces of possible application procedures and motivations. To this end, it is necessary to think about a working procedure that Maier potentially followed when he transcribed and damaged the Vercelli Book.
The first step in this direction is to clarify what the job in Vercelli meant to Maier himself. Although the exact conditions of his engagement, except his remuneration, remain unknown, it seems safe to assume that his chief 41 Apart from his native German, Maier, considering his academic background, presumably was also proficient in Latin and Greek. He wrote one of his letters to the Vercelli Chapter in Italian and the letter he received from Abbé J. Mancini is written in French. His letters to Cooper in London are written in German which suggests that Maier had a passive knowledge of English at best. task was to produce a complete and truthful transcription (apparently also including facsimiles, in the number and quality that he saw fit) of the Vercelli Book. So whatever he did while handling the manuscript should, in his eyes, have served first and foremost the facilitation of a transcript accurate enough to satisfy his clients in London. Bearing in mind that his own philological interest in the Vercelli Book was presumably limited, his stint in Vercelli was primarily a paid job in which he wished to excel, in expectation of future assignments.
The next step on the way to establish a hypothesis for a working procedure concerns the time-frame within which Maier was working. While he announced to Bluhme that he intended to leave for Italy during the first week of October, he reported in his first letter to Cooper that he began his work in Vercelli only at the beginning of 1834.
43 Maier explained this with reference to the frequency of Italian holidays during November and December, which precluded access to the library-evidently an experience he had had during earlier assignments in Italy. The records of the cathedral chapter of Vercelli record that on 10 January 1834 Maier applied for permission to transcribe the manuscript, which was granted by the chapter on the same day. 44 Next, on 26 February 1834, Maier wrote a short letter to the chapter in Italian, announcing the completion of his work and profusely thanking the chapter for its cooperation. 45 On the same day he sent his facsimiles to Cooper and the transcript itself followed six days later. Within this chronology of events, Maier finished his task of copying the Vercelli Book in about forty-nine days (Sundays excluded). Albeit I know of no statistics on how fast a reasonably experienced copyist may have worked, it still seems remark able that Maier should have transcribed 135 folios, carefully corrected his transcription for a fair copy, and produced his facsimiles within that time. This allows the conclusion that he either worked very effectively, in haste, or with a combination of both, putting his former experiences as a transcriber to good use. The next step in reconstructing his working procedure concerns the tempo at which he worked. The only information we have in this regard is the script he employed, a German running cursive. Yet on the one hand the transcript shows a very low frequency of corrected mistakes, while on the other hand it has been deemed to be on the whole reliable when compared to the manu script. 46 Maier himself acknowledged to Cooper on 6 March 1834 that he collated his transcript carefully with the Vercelli Book after he had finished the first drafts.
47 Therefore, the transcript he sent to London is a fair copy that is the result of a process of transcription, revision, and correction.
The last question to consider about Maier's working procedure is: where does the reagent come into play? If we assume an in-situ revision of the trans cription, one possible scenario for the reagent usage would look as follows: Maier made a preliminary transcription without the use of his reagent and, having finished it, went through this preliminary work to identify dubious portions of text which would benefit from the use of gall tincture when preparing his fair copy. Bearing in mind Bluhme's instruction as to the impor tance of reagent trials in order to assess the chemical's effect on a particular manuscript, Maier probably also looked for suitable areas in the Vercelli Book to carry out such trials before applying the reagent to problematic areas.
On the basis of this scenario, instances of Maier's reagent usage will be examined under four different possible explanations:
1. As simple trial-runs to ascertain the reagent's effect on the writing materials of the Vercelli Book. 2. Under the assumption that a reagent helped to enhance the legibility of obliterated passages, instances of erasure or other inadvertent damage of hand-written text in the manuscript. 3. As attempts to elucidate aspects of the textual content especially in connection with names (for reasons explained below). 4. As results of unintentional or 'collateral' staining. Whenever possible, especially in the second and third sections below, the stained passages will be read against Maier's own transcription and later editions of the respective text portion, first to estimate a rough success rate he may have achieved with his chemical, and further, to contextualize the treated passages in the light of Maier's own occasional notes which appear in his transcript.
Trials
Assuming a necessity for trial-runs of the reagent suggests looking for stains that appear to be systematic rather than random, without an obvious relation to actual content (as is the case with Maier's attention to names; see below) or lack thereof (the treated erasures; see below). In my view, fol. 75v presents us with a trial of Maier's reagent, carried out deliberately across a whole folio in order to assess the effect of the tincture. The folio shows a remarkable consistency in the line-by-line application of the reagent and an equally remarkable omission of application in lines 7 and 8. Otherwise, the reagent covers all lines of text from the beginning to the end of the page with only minimal variation in the intensity of the discolouring it caused. Two areas were more or less carefully omitted. These are: (a) the red rubric ('spel to þriddan gangdaege') after line 6 of the folio, demarcating the beginning of homily XIII; and (b) the first two words 'ÐIS IS', of homily XIII, written in the same red. As mentioned above, Bluhme-Maier's tutor in palaeography in 1823-advised in his publications on reagent usage that gall tincture produces no effect on red ink. 48 If Maier had taken to heart Bluhme's advice (perhaps he had also confirmed it for himself in his treatment of other manuscripts prior to coming to Vercelli), that would explain why he left the letters in red untouched on fol. 75v. This omission, together with the meticulous way in which he treated all the other lines, suggests that Maier applied his reagent on fol. 75v in an extended trial-run.
That the quality of script on the page posed no difficulty for the transcription is evident from Maier's work in two regards. First, he transcribed the whole folio without marking a single doubtful reading or any of the anomalies that he was usually eager to record. None of the other reasons that will be discussed below, which may have warranted the application of the reagent, seem to fit fol. 75v. Second, Maier singles out this folio (together with fol. 43r and the zoomorphic initial on fol. 49r) as models for carefully executed hand-drawn facsimiles. 49 When sending these facsimiles to London, Maier did not give any reasons for his selection. 50 He may have looked for folios which showed particular artistic quality, exhibited palaeographical peculiarities or provided an overall impression of the script's aspect, the layout, and the decoration. Each of these elements may have been helpful to scholars without access to the original manuscript. Maier's choice of the zoomorphic initial from fol. 49r would perfectly match the first two criteria just proposed. In his letter to Cooper he described the initial H and the letters immediately following it on the line making up the word 'HAET' (usually emended to 'Hwaet') as 'odd' or 'peculiar'. 51 Furthermore, the 48 This is due to the fact that although red ink could be concocted from a variety of either organic or inorganic pigments (see Clemens & Graham, Introduction to Manuscript Studies, pp. 31-32) none of these contained iron in any form. Red ink was therefore not susceptible to gall tincture. Bluhme probably singled out red in this respect, because-apart from the usual brown or black inks in the main body of a text-he encountered red most often as a colour for rubrication. As a scholar who was primarily interested in the textual content of a manuscript Bluhme surely had little reason to use reagents on elements other than the script, such as decorations in colours other than red. 49 initial is not without artistic merit, at least as far as the general level and style of decoration in the manuscript is concerned.
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With the choice of fol. 75v as suitable material for a facsimile the case is, however, slightly different. That Maier decided on this particular folio because of its textual content may be safely ruled out on account of his virtually complete ignorance of Old English. Fol. 75v is also devoid of particularly fine decoration. It does, however, present important features of layout: the end of one text (homily XII), the beginning of another (homily XIII), a rubric to that homily, and an initial of three lines in height with a diminuendo of capital letters, all in red. This, together with the good legibility, may have made the page appropriate for a meticulous facsimile. If this is indeed the case, the fact that Maier first picked the folio for these reasons and later defaced it almost completely would also attest to some amount of recklessness in the transcriber, since he performed an act potentially dangerous to the page that, in his eyes, stood out earlier because of its particular quality.
The hubris becomes even clearer when we consider the function of a carefully executed facsimile before the advent of photography. Bearing in mind Wattenbach's later praise for photography as the perfect means for capturing the condition of a manuscript folio, a facsimile drawing would come closest to this in the pre-photographic era. If Maier was as convinced of the truthfulness of his facsimile as Wattenbach later was of the truthfulness of photog raphy, then his confidence in his facsimile's quality may have prompted Maier to treat fol. 75v as methodically and ruthlessly as he did for a trial-run of his chemical. His facsimile reproduces the complete folio most exactly anyway, so why not 'sacrifice' the page? Trusting in his reagent's potential Maier might even have hoped for a positive side-effect: if, during the trial of the chemical, additional features of the script that might have further improved the quality of his facsimile were uncovered, so much the better.
If reagent trials are an essential part of a job such as Maier's in Vercelli, the logical question to follow is: Why stop after just one trial? If we look for similar instances where Maier applied his reagent as meticulously, even if not as extensively, as on fol. 75v, another case in point is the reagent stain at the bottom of fol. 43r. On this leaf Maier applied the reagent more sparingly. Not only is it restricted to just one part of one line, it also appears as if each letter were traced individually with the liquid. Maier mentions no damage, erasure or any other difficulty with the letters on this last line in his transcript. Equally remarkable is the fact that fol. 43r served Maier as the leaf for his second full-page facsimile besides fol. 75v. It also shares a feature of layout with fol. 75v, the use of a short diminuendo of two capital initials (GE), although here they demarcate merely a new section of the poem Andreas, rather than the beginning of a whole new text. 53 Celia Sisam attributes the stain to an accident that might have happened during the preparation of the facsimile, 54 but the meticulous distribution hardly appears accidental, especially concerning 'fara', the penultimate word on the final line (43r23). Figure 2 shows two thin diagonal strokes above the word. In his transcript Maier presents these strokes as accent marks above the f and the first a, whereas in his facsimile they were drawn longer and therefore more ambiguously, with the strokes' centre portions each above one of the vowels.
55 Accent marks do not normally occur on consonants in Old English, only on vowels, yet the mark above f clearly resembles the scribe's typical accent mark. 56 It seems unlikely that an accidental staining would cover not only the letter-forms but also the interlinear marks, especially because the reagent cover of the strokes appears to have been executed with distinct singular strokes. The parchment between the strokes and the letters remains unaffected, which suggests careful application.
Finally, it cannot be ruled out that any stain covering an erasure might also have been intended as a trial by convenience, given that the reagent would serve especially to enhance the legibility of damaged passages. Folio 1 (the most prominent in terms of damage in the whole manuscript) and the last line of fol. 25r, the greater part of which is stained, come to mind, both being obvious instances of erasure that occur fairly early in the manuscript and were singled out by Maier in his description of the Vercelli Book. It seems worthwhile, though, to examine Maier's handling of erasures more closely before speculating further on the supposed rationale behind individual stains. 
Usage on Erasures and Damaged Areas
According to Maier's own account, erasures, above all, motivated him to use reagents. Coming across an erasure while transcribing a manuscript automatically poses a question about the erased textual material and its reconstruction, even if the language is incomprehensible to the transcriber. Often, traces of the erased letters are still visible and invite speculation or chemical 'revival'. Furthermore, it is only a small procedural step from treating palimpsests to doing the same on instances of obliteration that occur amidst an otherwise physically intact text. It is therefore of vital importance to review how Maier handled the erasures and damaged areas in the Vercelli Book.
Celia Sisam offers a comprehensive, albeit not exhaustive, list of erasures in the manuscript. 57 A comparison of her list with Maier's transcript reveals that the German failed to notice more than just a few of the erasures that Sisam recorded, if we assume that they were not added after Maier's visit to Vercelli. In turn, Sisam's list may be extended by another four erasures noted by Maier in his transcript, yet overlooked by her. 58 In her brief discussion of the reagent stains Sisam surmizes that erasures or damage may occasionally have prompted Maier's reagent use:
[H]e has sometimes tried to recover with reagent a reading defaced, erased, or faded (e. g. 2r24, 65r15, 85v5). But many of the stains in the manuscript (e. g. 36v, 37v, 38rv, 39r, 42r, and perhaps 57r, 104v, 106v, 120v) look accidental and were probably not Maier's doing. 59 Not considering other motivations for reagent usage leaves Sisam with accidental staining as the only other probable explanation, which lets Maier off the hook rather easily in assuming that he was therefore responsible for only a few stains, although there is no indication whatsoever of another hand defacing the Vercelli Book with gall tincture. As with the Veronese palimpsest, it had been established among reagent users such as Bluhme that a previously treated manuscript could only be enhanced in legibility by means of a reagent different from the one already used. 60 Leaving minor variations in colouring and depth of varnish aside, all stains in the Vercelli Book are clearly the result of an application of gall tincture, an observation confirmed in 2012 through a spectrometric analysis by Maurizio Aceto of the University of Eastern Piedmont. 61 This uniformity of chemical make-up renders it unlikely that more than one person can be held responsible for the stains.
In order to understand the exact usage of the reagent on erasures it is neces sary to analyze how Maier dealt with erasures in his transcript. It seems that whenever he saw an erasure, he would indicate it in the respective line. He also tried to decipher the traces left and give the erased spelling. If this proved to be impossible he either offered a tentative reading, which he then marked as such, or he would at least give an estimated number of erased letters. Maier thus records eighty-nine erasures or areas of damage in the manu script. In fifty-seven cases he gave a confident reading of the erased content, 62 with a further five instances of conjectures. 63 In three cases (3v23, 101r1, 128r9) erasures were overwritten, therefore impeding any attempt at ascertaining the erased content. In the remaining twenty-four instances, Maier could do no more than estimate the approximate number of the erased letters.
Maier treated seventeen of the eighty-nine erasures or otherwise damaged passages noted by him with the reagent-with mixed results. 64 With five of these erasures he was able to arrive at a confident reading, although it cannot be established with certainty if this was possible thanks to his application of the chemical. However, in the remaining twelve instances the reagent seems to have failed completely, because all he gave in these cases is an estimate of the number of erased letters, a result that, given its frequency among his treatment of erasures in general, he could well have arrived at before applying the reagent in hopes of producing something better than mere estimates. Whatever Maier's exact procedure in treating these seventeen erasures was, the effect of the reagent can hardly be called a success in view of such figures.
His treating of no fewer than seventeen of twenty-four illegible erasures poses the question as to how Maier selected those seventeen over the remaining seven. Considering his very limited command of Old English, it is safe to propose that he did not select them on account of their textual significance. However, a closer look at how these seventeen reagent-treated erasures are distributed within the manuscript offers a plausible explanation. Notwithstanding the large sections of damage or erasure on fols 25r, 54r, 77r, 86r, and 86v, a group of twelve instances of reagent-treated erasures remains, all of which are relatively restricted in terms of space. These erasures usually cover no more than a few graphemes in a single line. Most of these twelve stained erasures occur in groups of two separate instances on the same folio. 65 Selecting folios with at least two problematic erasures could have been Maier's compromise in limiting the reagent's damaging effects to a smaller number of leaves. This in turn would signify that he was probably not happy with the results he had gained through his tests. Furthermore, these material interventions are restricted to the first half of the manuscript. Given the poor success that Maier had in these instances, it may be possible that he realized the limited potential of his chemical and proceeded more cautiously when using it in the second half of the Vercelli Book.
Exceptions to this observation of a somewhat cautious approach are the large damaged areas which Maier explicitly points out in his description of the manuscript:
The manuscript suffered . . . loss of text from erasures, dirt or spiritus [i.e. aggressive liquids] on &c: fol. 1, the beginning of the whole book. It is completely scraped away (I transcribed what I could discern with the help of gall tincture). Further the manuscript suffered in single instances on p. 25, p. 54, 55b at the bottom, 77a, 84, 86, 119 at the bottom.
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Maier treated all of these areas with his reagent, and my discussion of them could very well restrict itself to a simple listing of them for completeness's sake were it not for the size and geometrically regular appearance of some of these exceptionally large stains. The first folio of the manuscript is interesting in so far as it is the leaf that prompted Maier to admit his use of gall tincture. If its script were indeed scraped away completely when Maier began his work, the result he presents in his transcript is very far from the optimistic expectations that the palaeographers quoted above had in these chemicals. Maier identified twenty-three lines of script on fol. 1r but failed to transcribe any of them entirely, the most 'complete' being line 8 with the words 'manna þara faresena' at its end. 67 If this poor result was indeed only achieved through the application of reagent, or if his highly fragmentary transcription simply shows what was legible to him before he used it, cannot be established with certainty. To a correspondent with any knowledge about reagents and the praise they often received it must seem puzzling that Maier's efforts failed on fol. 1r, which had received damage to an extent that is usually found especially in palimpsests. Maier left other large stains on fols 54r, 77r, and 84r. Fol. 54r contains 19 lines of text, which form the final part of The Fates of the Apostles. The fact that these lines conclude the poem was established only in 1889 by Arthur Napier. 68 An earlier piece of damage, and consequently Maier's slightly diagonal reagent stain, covers the middle section of the first seventeen lines. Both Maier (in his transcript) and Napier (after seeing the manuscript in 1888) observed that the original damage was an extensive erasure. 69 It obliterated parts of the runic signature which is deemed to assert Cynewulf's authorship. 70 Maier's transcript of fol. 54r does not indicate whether he recognised the runes for what they are. 71 It may be tempting to think that he did, and consequently applied his reagent not only because of the erasure but also in a streak of romantic fascination for the runes, perhaps supposing a deeper or hidden meaning. The transcript, however, shows no evidence for it. Maier reproduced the shapes of the runes as far as they were legible to him, but he does not mark them specifically in any way.
Fols 77r and 84r both show a large reagent stain of a very similar appearance. On both leaves the stain is of a diagonal shape, extending from the right-hand end of a line situated in about the middle of the leaf towards the centre of the final line. The amount of space the reagent covers on each line is roughly the same, except for the top line, suggesting that the previously incurred damage was equal in length on each of the lines. A careful tactile inspection of the margin of fol. 84r, next to the first stained line, evinces a texture of the parchment that is much rougher and uneven than other empty parts of the page. It feels as if the earlier damage on fol. 84r was indeed done by scraping. The equal lengths of the damaged parts in each line suggest that this was done by an oblong tool fitted for that purpose, and the diagonal pattern suggests that this tool was used by a right-handed person who set it down near the right margin of the first of the damaged lines and then guided it in a diagonal movement towards the bottom centre of the script. Given the outward similarity of this pattern with the one on fol. 77r, it seems strange that Maier surmises that the damage here was done by an aggressive liquid.
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The evidence from fol. 84r rather suggests damage caused by a similar scraping technique. Perhaps the varying success he achieved with the reagent prompted Maier to assume two different causes of damage. As a comparison with Scragg's edition of homily XV shows, Maier managed to salvage most of the erased letter-forms on fol. 84r for his transcript, whereas the damage on fol. 77r proved more difficult and yielded only isolated tentative readings and in most lines just estimations of the number of letters obliterated. This varying success may also account for differences in colouring and application of the two stains. While the stain on fol. 77r shows a line by line application that occasionally allows remnants of the letters to be seen underneath, the stain on fol. 84r shows a uniform varnish that also covers the space between any two lines. In the latter case, Maier was probably dissatisfied with the results he achieved and used the reagent repeatedly, causing a satura tion of the parchment to the extent that the liquid also covered the inter linear spaces. Again, the question of why an earlier destructive hand harmed exactly these two folios is beyond the scope of my examinations.
It has become obvious in this section that erasures and damages attracted Maier's attention to some extent, even though his success-rate when resorting to gall tincture was at best only poor. The following section will further examine the question of why Maier was drawn towards certain passages in the Vercelli Book when applying his reagent. In that I will move away from extra-textual features such as damages or erasures and look at actual textual content that may have sparked an interest in the transcriber.
Reagent Applied to Names
While Maier must in general be characterized as a mechanical transcriber, it would be misleading to assume that he paid no attention to content at all. At seventy instances throughout his transcript Maier marked with a 'sic' readings which he deemed to be peculiar. The majority of these marks refer to, in his eyes, graphematic oddities such as unique or misshaped letterforms or unusual punctuation marks. As such, these markers of perceived irregularity have no bearing on the semantic content. However, Maier did not only pay attention to the outward appearance of the graphemes and punctuation he was transcribing, he also kept an eye on the textual content to the best of his, arguably limited, ability. He would of course demonstrate the greatest competence with passages in Latin, twelve instances of which he marked as erroneous or corrupted. Furthermore, perhaps as a result of his ignorance of Old English, he paid special attention to names and their unusual spellings, even if they occurred within Old English sections of the Vercelli Book.
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The most prominent example of this particular interest in names within the manuscript's Old English text occurs in Maier's transcription of fol. 53r, where he transcribed 'philipus' (l. 10) and 'bartholameus' (l. 15) from The Fates of the Apostles, and flags both with a 'sic'. It is important to note that the text of the folio contains several other names as well which go unmarked. Fol. 53r of Fates all in all contains fifteen names, yet only three forms, the afore mentioned two apostles and 'indeum' of line 14 struck Maier's attention in a way that he would add a 'sic'. The transcript indicates that Maier mistook the geographical reference 'indeum' for two distinct words, and, parsing them as Latin 'in deum', he probably marked it as a peculiarly isolated recognizable phrase among the Anglo-Saxons.
Similarly, embedded in a somewhat leaner cluster of names is the 'isidorius' of homily III on fol. 14v8 to which Maier also appended a 'sic' in his transcript. 74 However, Maier does not exert his anthroponymic attention systematically. The name 'isidorius' occurs once more in homily III on fol. 15v1. Again it appears together with other names, yet despite the repeated singular orthography Maier does not mark it again. 75 It is therefore not too bold a claim to state that names were noted by Maier frequently-but not systematically-when they showed an unexpected spelling. For him it must have been an issue of unexpectedness or oddity rather than comparative rarity or deviation from spellings encountered in other Old English texts, since Maier did not know any other Old English literature. Regarding his working procedure this may indicate that he was indeed looking for words intelligible to him within the Vercelli Book. Since he could not comprehend Old English, names would naturally have been his first choice. If he spotted one he may have compared the manuscript's spelling to a certain standard of his own (most likely based on some classical Latin), following a strict philological method, apparently not taking into account the vernacular nature of the manuscript.
The five coincidences of a name and a reagent stain are particularly interesting in this light. While two of these stains on names (fols. 84r and 135v) are part of larger stains ranging over twelve and eleven lines respectively, and may therefore be better considered within other contexts, the three remaining name-related stains are confined to the names proper. On fol. 38v Maier applied the reagent to 'ioseph' (Maier's transcription) in line 1. Likewise situated in the top-most line, 'Ieremaie' (Scragg's editorial conjecture; 76 Maier transcribes 'iesu nane') on fol. 57r is now obliterated by a reagent stain.
Both instances are similar in three aspects. First, both occur on the first line of the respective folio. Assuming that Maier skimmed through a preliminary transcript (or the manuscript itself) when looking for areas in
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need of a reagent application it is not unlikely that the line on the top of a page may have caught his attention rather easily. Second, the treated areas seem con fined enough to allow the conclusion that the area for the intended reagent usage was that area on the parchment containing only the letters of the name. This is especially true for the stain on fol. 57r which covers to the left and to the right of the name 'ieremaie' only the preceding and the succeeding Tironian note. The third similarity is that both disfigured names, like the instances of marking names with 'sic' discussed above, occur within clusters of other names on the respective folio. In the case of 'ioseph' on fol. 38v of Andreas the other names occurring on the same folio are: 'maria' (line 1), 'iosephes' (3), 'simon' (3), 'iacob' (3), 'cherupim' (22), and 'seraphim' (22). 77 The shape of the stain covering 'ioseph' and part of the preceding name 'maria' does not immediately suggest that the intended area of reagent application was restricted to one or both of the names, since to the right of 'ioseph' it also covers a further four graphemes of the following 'syndon' and also a mark of punctuation signalling the end of line 688 of Andreas, which Maier transcribed in the shape of a colon. The stain, irregularly shaped, also extends into the empty area above line 1 and below into the middle of line 2. That the originally intended area of application concerned one or both names in the first line of fol. 38v can be underscored, however, if we take the following page, fol. 39r, into account. As will be explained in more detail below, Maier occasionally transferred reagent matter unintentionally between two adjacent leaves by bringing these leaves into contact before the reagent had dried. The middle of the first line of fol. 39r shows a faint irregular reagent trace which most likely is the result of such accidental transfer of reagent from 38v through turning the page or closing the book before the stain covering the name or names on fol. 38v had dried. Apart from this transfer of some reagent material on to fol. 39r, handling the manuscript in that way may also have contributed to the irregular shape of the stain on fol. 38v, so that pressure levelled upon the not-yet dried stain might have caused the reagent liquid to spread beyond the intended area of application, thereby extending above and beyond line 1 of the folio. Taking this into account it seems fairly safe to assume that it was indeed the name or names in the top line of the folio which prompted Maier to apply his tincture as a consequence of his attention for names.
'Ieremaie' on fol. 57r is surrounded by a whole gamut of other biblical names. 78 If we assume that Maier applied his reagent after an initial reading through of a preliminary transcript, it is no surprise that his attentive eye for names in general and his curious misrendering 'iesu nane' for what was probably 'ieremaie' may have actuated his reagent use in an attempt to enhance the legibility of a particularly strange string of letters among a whole throng of well-recognizable names. If this was indeed the case, the reagent was once more used to no effect, since the obscure 'iesu nane' is all the transcript records.
Unintentional Stains
When Mauren Halsall examined Maier's transcript she observed that the document contained occasional reagent stains that appeared to her to be similar to those found in the Vercelli Book. 79 She suggested on account of this observation that Maier worked carelessly while using the chemical, which must have led to an unintentional spilling of his reagent. The digital copy of Maier's transcript does not confirm Halsall's observation: whenever stains occur in the transcript they rather look like accidental blots of ordinary ink of the type Maier used for his own writing. However, we cannot exclude the possibility of an unintentional application or transfer of reagent to certain leaves. A good example of such an accidental blot is the reagent stain shaped like a mirrored L on the upper right-hand area of fol. 38r. Disregarding the supposed purpose of this particular application of reagent, its analysis alongside the preceding fol. 37v yields two crucial observations. First, fol. 37v shows a corresponding, mirror-inverted stain shaped like a regular L in its upper-left-hand area, albeit much weaker in colour and less sharply contoured. Obviously fols. 37 and 38 were put verso to recto against each other when closing the book or leafing through it before the reagent stain on fol. 38r had dried. Apparently the applied reagent on fol. 38r was even damp enough to also cause some discolouring on the corresponding area of fol. 37r10.
Collateral staining of fol. 37v from fol. 38r in Vercelli, Biblioteca Capitolare CXVII. Maier further treated two other passages on fol. 37v with the gall tincture. He noted erasures on lines 15 and 24 and applied his reagent to both passages, reaching no better result than just an estimate of the number of erased letters. Both these stains appear very dark-coloured and both leave no trace at all on the facing folio 38r. Consequently, the two stains on the erasures of fol. 37v were allowed to dry completely before the manuscript was closed again or the page turned over. This shows that, regardless of the exact successive order in which the stains were produced on 37v and 38r, the application of the reagent was clearly carried out in several distinct stages.
With the possibility of an accidental transfer of reagent matter established through the distinctly shaped mirrored L-stain on fol. 38r, it seems worthwhile to examine the manuscript for further instances of similarly related stains on adjacent leaves. Close scrutiny reveals that the Vercelli Book contains two further cases of reagent unintentionally transferred through contact between facing pages. One of these occurs between fols 26v and 27r. The difference in the reagent's colour intensity and the slightly more extended shape of the stain on fol. 27r suggest that the gall tincture was applied here and then blotted on fol. 26v when both folios were brought into contact.
Finally Maier's evident interest in names prompted him to apply his chemical to 'ioseph', located on the first line of fol. 38v (see figure 4 and discussion above), with the stain extending above and below the line. The adjacent fol. 39r shows a mirrored stain which is weaker in colour and visibly less extensive. The rather irregular shape of the stain and its collateral mirror, which in the case of fol. 38v distracts the observer's eye somewhat from its supposed purpose of dealing with the name 'ioseph' on line 1, is yet another instance of accidental staining.
All these instances demonstrate that Maier proceeded carelessly at times. It may be one thing to be careless when applying the reagent to a particular area on a leaf, thereby causing the liquid to spread more widely than intended. It is a different thing, however, to disregard a damp reagent blot before turning the page(s) or shutting the book and thereby spreading reagent material and damaging adjacent leaves.
Assembling possible reasons for this particular carelessness in handling the reagent and the manuscript complements the picture of Maier's working procedure. First, recalling Maier's time-frame, it is possible that he applied the reagent on certain leaves in great haste and could not afford to wait until each stain had dried. To apply the chemical quickly would confirm a part of the work ethics that Maier apparently shared with some of his contemporary palaeographers and philologists: the unconditional willingness to 'sacrifice' a portion of a text to the point of complete obliteration or even destruction in favour of a momentary impression. If, however, the reagent failed to improve legibility, it left Maier with a damp spot of reagent from which he could not expect anything more, and that would not allow him to move on in the manuscript. So his premature turning over of pages points also to a disregard of conservation principles and to a working procedure that was primarily interested in improving and perfecting a transcription at the hazard of its destructive consequences.
Another reason for a quick turning of the pages or for closing the book on a wet reagent stain could be that Maier simply felt the need to conceal his doings occasionally from inquisitive or protective eyes. The question of permission regarding the use of reagents has been touched upon before, and in the case of Maier and the Vercelli Book no definite answer can be provided either as regards his permission to use reagents or of how closely he was supervised during his work. Yet in the light of his apparently incomplete (although to some extent still systematic) treatment of erased or damaged areas in the manuscript (see above), the possibility of a permission suddenly revoked or an explicit prohibition put into force at some point during his work certainly exists.
Conclusion
It was a central purpose of this paper to discuss to what extent and for what reasons Maier treated the Vercelli Book in accordance with 'state-of-the-art' technology available to him when he used his gall tincture. The consideration of possible explanations for the stains should not be misunderstood as an attempt to exculpate Maier from an invasive and destructive act that violates our modern conception of a manuscript's material integrity. Rather, it is an illustration of his bona fide attitude towards widely propagated and justified methods of manuscript research which he followed during the job in hand at Vercelli. The assumption that Maier tried to provide as complete and faithful a transcript as possible formed the basis for an extensive hypothesis concerning his working procedure which tries to account for his reagent application within a more complete procedural context. Bearing in mind the principal function of a reagent is to be a tool for aiding the transcription of hardly legible portions of text in a manuscript, it seemed natural to assume that upon completing a first preliminary transcript Maier set out to identify those passages in the Vercelli Book which-in terms of legibility-would profit from reagent application. Given his ignorance of Old English it would be misleading, though, to suppose that Maier primarily had his eyes on textual cruces. Instead, on the one hand he concentrated on erasures or other wise damaged sections in the manuscript, and on the other hand on biblical names with spellings which seemed unusual to him. As a docile pupil of Bluhme he was surely aware of its experimental nature, which necessitated a trial of the reagent in order to assess its effects on the Vercelli Book. It seems plausible to assume that he conducted such trials before he began to apply the chemical to those passages where an enhancement in legibility could be hoped for. Finally, constraints of time and possibly curtailed permission to use the chemical may have motivated him to run through this procedure rather hastily and slovenly, resulting in even more damage to the manuscript.
Comparing Maier's transcript-the sum of his efforts-with the manuscript itself and with later critical editions demonstrates the limited success he had in using the reagent. If this is ultimately due to his possible incompetence in applying the gall tincture, or if the Vercelli Book simply proved particularly unreceptive to this kind of treatment, cannot be ascertained at this point. As disappointing as his moderately successful efforts might have been to Maier, later generations of scholars certainly may feel relieved that he abstained from applying his reagent to the Vercelli Book as systematically and ruthlessly as some scholars of the nineteenth century did in other manuscripts. In his desire for perfecting the readability of the Vercelli Book, however, Maier expressed the same scholarly instinct which our modern uses of digital photography and multispectral imaging attempt to satisfy-technologies that not only promise a better understanding of the palaeography of the Vercelli Book, but may in turn also remedy some of Maier's hapless interventions which are now part of the history of this codex.
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